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REMARKS 

This is Intended as a full and complete response to the Final Office Action dated 
December 29, 2005. having a shortened statutory period for response set to expire on 
March 29. 2006. Claims 1-21 and 23-31 are pending in the application. Claims 1-21 
and 23-31 are rejected. Please reconsider the claims pending in the application for 
reasons discussed below. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. S 1Q2(ti\ 
The Examiner rejected claims 1, 12. and 24 as being anticipated by Stavto. In 
response. Applicants have amended claims 1 and 12. Additionally. Applicants have 
cancelled daim 24. 

Claim 1 has been amended to include the limitations of daim 4 and therefore no 
new subject matter has been added. More specifically, claim 1 includes the limitation of 
a cock valve adapted to couple the manifold with the acetylene gas inlet/dischaige 
coupling. As admitted by the Examiner In the office action. Stavto fails to disclose a 
cocl< valve. Further, Stavlo fails to disclose a cocl< valve that couples a manifold with 
the acetylene gas inlet/discharge coupling. In contrast, the valve disclosed In Stavlo 
merely controls the communication between the manifold and a piping system of the 
trailer. Claim 12 has been amended to include the limitations of claim 15 and therefore 
no new subject matter has been added. More specifically, claim 15 includes the 
limitation that each acetylene cylinder of the plurality of acetylene cylinders contains 
hexamethylphosphoramide. Stavlo does not disclose that hexamethylphosphoramide is 
in each cylinder. In fact. Stavlo is silent regarding the use of solvents. 

As the foregoing illustrates, Stavlo therefore fails to teach each and every one of 
the limitations of amended claims 1 and 12 and this failure precludes Stavlo from 
anticipating claims 1 and 12. Applicants submit that claims 1 and 12 are in condition for 
allowance and respectfully request withdrawal of the §1 02(b) rejection of claims 1 and 
12. Additionally, claims 1-3. 5, 6, and 31 depend from claim 1 and claims 16. 17, and 
20 depend from claim 12 and these claims are allowable for at least the same reasons 
as claims 1 and 12. 

Paged 

43a084_l 

PAGE 9/12*RCVDAT2/2&20087:02:28PM [Eastern standard Timel'SVRiUSPTO^FXIV^^ 



02/28/2006 18:04'-FAX 7136234846 



PATTERSON&SHERIDAN 



i|010/012 



PATENT 

Atty. DM. No. WEST/OOOe 



Claim Rejections U nder 36 U.S.C S loafa^ 
The Examiner rejected claims 4, 10. 18. and 19 as being obvious over SfaWo. 
Applicants respectfully traverse these rejections. Claim 10 depends from claim 1 and 
claims 18 and 19 depend from claim 12. As set forth above, Stavio fails to teach or 
suggest all the limitations In claims 1 and 12, For this reason, Stavio falls to render 
claims 4. 10, 18. and 19 obvious. Applicants therefore submit that claims 10, 18. and 
19 are in condition for alio\Afanoe and respectfully request withdrawal of the § 103(a) 
rejection. 



The Examiner rejected claims 7 and 25 as being obvious over Stavio In view of 
Poulsen. In response, Applicants have amended daim 7. Additionally. Applicants 
respectfifliy traverse the rejection of claim 25. 

Claim 7 has been amended to include the limitations of daim 8 and therefore no 
new subject matter has been added. iWore specifically, daim 7 indudes the limitation of 
a low vapor pressure solvent that has a vapor pressure of less than 5 mmHg at 25X. 
Stavfo and Poulsen do not disdose a low vapor pressure solvent that has a vapor 
pressure of less than 5 mmHg at 25X. Rather, as discussed above, Stavio does not 
even mention that a solvent is used in the delivery system of Stavio. Addftionaiiy, 
Poulsen merely discloses that acetone or N.N-dimethylfomiamide may be used as a 
solvent. There is no mention in Poulsen regarding the vapor pressure of the solvent. 

Further, regarding the assertion by the Examiner that it would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to employ a low 
vapor pressure solvent that has a vapor pressure of less than 5 mmHg at 25''C. since it 
has been held that discovering an optimum value of result effective variable involves 
only routine skill the art, Applicants respectfully traverse this assertion because the 
results are unexpected and significant. As dearly stated In paragraph [00351 of the 
published specification, a solvent with a vapor pressure of less than 5 mmHg at 25'C 
causes the acetylene gas cylinders to lose only a small amount of solvent during each 
discharge cyde compared to gas cylinders using acetone as a solvent. As a result 
resolventing during each fill cyde may be omitted. The fact that the cylindere with a 
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solvent having a vapor pressure of less than 5 mmHg at 25'C can be refilled without 
resolventing is an unexpected and significant result and therefore not obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art. 

Claim 25 includes the limitation of supplying the acetylene gas flrom the 
acetylene gas supply through the manifold to the plurality of acetylene cylinders for 
simultaneously filling the plurality of acetylene cylinders without resolventinQ each 
cylinder. Stavto and Poulsen do not disclose (1) solventing each cylinder with a low 
vapor solvent, (ii) filling each cylinder with acetylene, (ill) dispensing the acetylene and 
(iv) refilling each cylinders without resolventing. In contrast, Poulsen clearly indicates 
that the cylinders must be resolvented during each fill cycle (see Poulsen, col. 3, lines 
20-25). Additionally, as stated above, Sfav/o does not even mention the solventing 
process. 

As the foregoing illustrates, the combination of Stavlo and Poulsen therefore fails 
to teach each and every one of the limitations of claims 7 and 26 and this failure 
precludes the combination of Stavlo and Poulsen from rendering claims 7 and 25 
obvious. Applicants submit that claims 7 and 25 are In condition for allowance and 
respectfully request withdrawal of the §103(a) rejection of claims 7 and 25. Additionally, 
claims 9 and 11 depend from claim 7, dalm 14 depends from daim 12 and claims 26-30 
depend from dalm 25 and these claims are allowable for at least the same reasons as 
dalms 1. 12, and 25. 

The Examiner rejected claims 8 and 21 as being obvious over Stavlo as applied 
to the claims discussed supra. Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection of claim 21 
for the reasons discussed above. Additionally. Applicants have cancelled daim 8. 
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Conclusion 

In concfusion, the references cited by the Examiner, alone or in combination, do 
not teach, show, or suggest the Invention as claimed. 

Having addressed all issues set out in the Final Office Action, Applicants 
respectfully submit that the claims are In condition for allowance and respectfully 
request that the claims be allowed. 



Respectfully submitted. 

Walter C. Grollrtsch 
Registration No. 48.678 
Patterson & Sheridan, L.L.P. 
3040 Post Oak Blvd. Suite 1500 
Houston, TX 77056 
Telephone: (713)623-4844 
Facsimile: (713)623-4846 
Attorney for Applicants 
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